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Drawings 

The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the embodiment in 
which the studs are integrally formed with the wheel as set forth in claim 14, the studs 
which are removable from the wheel as set forth in claim 15, and the golf course 
traversing vehicle as set forth in claim 30 must be shown or the feature(s) canceled 
from the claim(s). 

No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Specification 

The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because the abstract makes no 
mentions of the elongated base or the continuous loop of resilient material on which the 
studs are shown to be mounted. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

On pages 5 and 6, the elements 7 and 8 are described as both "end edges" and 
as "surfaces." One term should be chosen for each of the elements of the invention and 
used consistently throughout the disclosure. 

On page 6, the base 4 is described as being shown in figures 5-7 as a single 
loop, but figures 5-7 actually show the base to have ends 7 and 8. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. 

The specification does not describe the studs would integrally formed with the 
rim, or made to be removable from the rim as set forth in claims 14 and 15. 

The specification does not adequately describe the dimensions of the outer 
peripheral rim surface of the wheel, nor does it describe the how the base could have 
the same dimensions as the rim, or what these dimensions might constitute. 

See 37 CFR 1 .75(d)(1 ) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). 
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Claim Objections 

Claim 28 is objected to because it does not end with a period (.). 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 14, 15, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in 
the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use 
the invention. The subject matter of the claims is not adequately described as noted in 
the objection to the specification above. 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 12 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 12 is indefinite because there is no antecedent basis for the wheel having 
rows of studs. 
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Claim 24 is indefinite because it does not set forth which dimensions of the outer 
peripheral surface of the rim are being referred to. Do the dimensions include the width, 
diameter, curvature, etc., or some combination thereof? 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

Claims 1-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Harvey. 

Harvey discloses a plurality of studs 14 mounted to an elongate base 13 in 
staggered rows. The studs have a cavity or female portion 15 which receives a stud or 
male portion 16 to secure the stud 14 to the base. The base 13 is mounted to a rim 11 
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of a wheel, and is made of steel, which is considered to be a resilient material with 
respect to claim 17. The studs 14 are shown to be frusto-conical, but those of ordinary 
skill in the art would have recognized that the studs could be formed to have other 
shapes that would be equally effective in providing traction to the wheel, and would 
have been capable of determining other suitable shapes. Therefore, for the studs to be 
substantially parabolic in shape would have been obvious as a design expedient based 
on the intended use of the wheel, the vehicle on which is mounted, the environment or 
surface on which is intended to be used, etc. Further, modifying the shape of the studs 
would yield predictable results. 

With respect to claim 5, to have only two rows of studs on the wheel would have 
been obvious based on the surface over which the wheel will be used, and those of 
ordinary skill in the art could readily determine a suitable number of rows of studs. 

With respect to claims 6-13 and 25, the dimensions of the studs and their 
spacing on the rim or base would have been obvious as mechanical expedients based 
on the size of the wheel, the intended use, the running surface of the vehicle, and the 
amount of traction needed. 

With respect to claim 14, to form the studs to be integral with the wheel would 
have been obvious as an alternate equivalent form of securing the studs to the wheel. 

With respect to claim 19, the ends of the strips 13 include attachment means as 
shown in figures 2, 3, 5, and 6, but a hook and loop fastener is not utilized. However, 
those of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to substitute a hook and 
loop attachment means for the screws 23 and the openings 21 of Harvey as this would 
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simplify assembly of the strips onto the rim and reduce the number of parts needed. 
Further, such a substitution would yield predictable results. 

With respect to claim 20, it is well-known in the endless belt art to form the ends 
of a strip at 45 degree angles in order to provide a more secure connection of the ends 
and prevent a condition in which the entire seam or connection passes over an object at 
once. Official Notice is hereby given with respect to claim 20. 

With respect to claims 21 and 22, for the studs and the base to be formed from a 
single piece of material, or for the base to comprise a single continuous loop would 
have been obvious as an alternate and equivalent construction of the assembly. The 
results of these modifications would be predictable. 

With respect to claim 24, the base 13 appears to have at least the same width as 
the rim 11. 

With respect to claims 26, 27, and 29, the intended use of the wheel, such as on 
a golf cart, is given no patentable weight. 

Claims 1-3, 28, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over McCrary. 

McCrary discloses a vehicle which can be used in a variety of circumstances, 
and is described in lines 1 and 2 of page 2 as having a tire which will not mar a lawn. 
As such, the vehicle is capable of traversing the fairways of a golf course. 
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The studs 14 extend from a wheel rim and are shown to be somewhat conical 
and having a rounded tip. McCrary described the studs as being "approximately acorn 
shaped." 

However, those of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the studs 
could be formed to have other shapes that would be equally effective in providing 
traction to the wheel, and would have been capable of determining other suitable 
shapes. Therefore, for the studs to be substantially parabolic in shape would have been 
obvious as a design expedient based on the intended use of the wheel, the vehicle on 
which is mounted, the environment or surface on which is intended to be used, etc. 
Further, such a modification would merely involve providing a curvature to the sides of 
the studs, and would yield predictable results. 

The intended use of the wheel, such as on a golf cart, is given no patentable 
weight. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Einfeldt. 
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As shown in figures 1-7, a base 5 includes a plurality of studs 6, which are 
parabolic in cross-section in a plane normal to the axis of the wheel and parallel to the 
rolling direction. 

The intended use of the wheel is given no patentable weight. 



/Russell D. Stormer/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3617 



